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EXPLANATION. 


The parishioners of the Church of the Epiphany, in 
Philadelphia, have been urging the Rector and Vestry for 
some time past to make another effort to secure a suitable 
site, accessible to the congregation, and not far from the 
present location at 15th and Chestnut Sts. For their inform- 
ation, the corporation of the parish have printed the fol- 
lowing pages. It will thus appear to all concerned that the 
Rector and Vestry have done what they could to secure the 
site of the ‘‘ Tabernacle Baptist Church,” at Chestnut Sts, 
above 18th St., which is now for sale. 

The Canon Law of the Diocese of Pennsylvania requires 
for such a change of site the consent of the Rectors of the 
three nearest churches; or, failing this, the consent of the 
Bishop, acting with the advice and consent of the Standing 


Committee of the Diocese. 


THE APPLICATION. 


At a stated meeting of the Vestry, held April 19th, 1895, 
it was resolved to ask the consent of the Rectors of the 
Church of the Holy Trinity, of St. Mark’s and St. Clement’s 
Churches to the removal of the Church of the Epiphany to 
Chestnut St., west of 18th St. 
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The following letters will explain themselves: 


TWO LETTERS OF CONSENT. 


ST. CLEMENT’S CLERGY HOUSE, 
2026 Cherry St., Philadelphia. 
17th April, 1895. 
I hereby give my consent to the removal of the Church 
of the Epiphany, Philadelphia, to Chestnut St., above 18th. 
G. H. MOFFETT, 
Rector, St. Clement’s Church, Philada. 


To the Rev. Thomas A. Tidball, 
Rector of the Church of the Epiphany. 


1625 Locust ST., PHILADELPHIA. 


As the Rector of one of the three nearest churches, I 
herewith give my consent (as required by the Canon) to the 
removal of the Church of the Epiphany to the site on 
Chestnut St., above 18th St., now occupied by the Baptist 
Tabernacle. 

ALFRED G. MORTIMER, D. D., 
Rector of St. Mark’s, Philadelphia. 
24th April, 1895. 
To the Rev. Thomas A. Tidball, D. D., 
Rector of the Church of the Epiphany. 


PHILADELPHIA, April 18th, 1895. 
REv. WM. N. MCVICKAR, D. D., 
Rector of the Church of the Holy Trinity. 

DEAR SIR :—An opportunity offers to remove the Church 
of the Epiphany to a new site, situated on Chestnut St., 
between 18th and 19th Sts., not quite three squares westward 
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from its present location; and before any tentative or 
definite action can be taken, we respectfully ask your con- 
sent to this change. 

As the movement westward is contemplated with no 
desire to invade or injure any other parish, but simply to 
supply the religious wants of our own people, within easy or 
reasonable access to their homes, and is practically brought 
about by the wish to place the corporation upon the basis of 
an assured income, ample to supply sufficient funds to defray 


_ needful outlays, only rendered possible by the sale of its 


present site, as against yearly increasing deficiencies, we 
hope for and expect your kind and broad-minded consent. 

The location referred to places the question within the 
control of the Rectors of Holy Trinity, St. Mark’s and St. 
Clement’s Churches; and the two latter generously and 
promptly accorded their consent as soon as the request was 
made ; one of them volunteering the remark that the change 
was practically none at all. 

We regret that we have not been able to give you more 
time to consider this matter; but, if it is possible for you to 
let us have your reply to-morrow, we would be extremely 
obliged. A reply sent either to the Vestry room at 5 
o’clock, or to the office of Wm. Rudolph Smith, 505 Chest- 
nut St., at 4 P. M., will be in time. The Committee desires 
to make a report to a meeting of the Vestry of the church, 
and you willtreadily understand that they are reluctant to 
bring the matter before it without knowing the probabilities 
ahead. Very truly yours, 


WM. RUDOLPH SMITH, 


\ Committee. 
WM. F. READ, J 
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ONE LETTER OF NON-CONSENT. 


1904 WALNUT St., PHILADELPHIA, 
29th April, 1895. 
To WM. RUDOLPH SMITH, Esq., and WM. F. READ, Esq., 
Committee. 


GENTLEMEN :—It is with great regret that I find myself, 
after due reflection, unable to grant my Canonical consent 
to the removing of the Church of the Epiphany to the site 
proposed, on Chestnut St., west of 18th St. The reasons 
for my decision are substantially those given a year ago, 
when asked to consent to the site on Chestnut St., above 
2oth St. ; and, after our long conference on Friday last, need 
not be repeated here. Trusting that you will believe me 
when I say that it gives me great pain to thwart your plans 
and desires, and that I am only acting in accordance with 
the dictates of my conscientious judgment, I remain 

Yours sincerely, 
W. N. MCVICKAR, Rector. 


The Church of the Holy Trinity, 
19th and Walnut Sts. 


P. S.—I cheerfully waive the question of time in relation 
to Canonical notification, in order to facilitate any action 
that you may have in view. 


THE APPEAL TO THE BISHOP. 


Upon the receipt of these letters, the Vestry resolved to 
appeal to the Bishop of the Diocese for his consent, and the 
following communication was addressed to him : 
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THE Rr. REV. O. W.. WHITAKER, D. D., 
Bishop of the Diocese of Pennsylvania. 


The Rector, Church Wardens and Vestrymen of the 
Church of the Epiphany applied to the Rectors of the Church 
of the Holy Trinity, St. Mark’s and St. Clement’s, to con- 
sent to the change of site of the Church of the Epiphany, 
from the corner of 15th and Chestnut Sts. to the north side 
of Chestnut St., about one hundred feet west of 18th St., in 
the City of Philadelphia. The Rectors of St. Mark’s and 
St. Clement’s have consented. The Rector of the Church 
of the Holy Trinity has refused his consent. 

The Rector, Church Wardens and Vestrymen of the 
Church of the Epiphany apply to you, the Bishop of the 
Diocese, for your consent to said change of the site of the 
Church of the Epiphany. Notice of this appeal has been 
given the Rector of the Church of the Holy Trinity, and he 
has waived his thirty days’ notice of this application. 

By order of the Vestrymen of the Church of the 
Epiphany. 


At a meeting of the Standing Committee of the Diocese 
of Pennsylvania, held May 6th, a statement of the case was 
submitted in writing by the Rector of the Church of the 
Epiphany, as follows: 


THE ARGUMENT BEFORE THE STANDING 
$ COMMITTEE. 


TO THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF THE DIOCESE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA. 

GENTLEMEN :— The Rector of the Church of the Epiph- 
any, in the city of Philadelphia, begs leave to submit to 
you the following statement in behalf of the Vestry and 
congregation : 


I have no favors to ask for myself—a new-comer. I ask 
only for justice and fair-dealing for my parish, and a recog- 
nition of its rights on the part of the Diocesan authorities. 
I can speak as one who has not yet taken root in Philadel- 
phia, and who possibly may not be permitted that privilege. 
I have no rooted prejudices, therefore, for or against any 
particular section of the city—not even against ‘‘the awful 
gulf’ of Market St.— no rooted partiality even for my own 
parish, which is up in the air, and has no ground in which 
roots can form. I have proved myself personally perfectly 
willing to go north or south, east or west, to any quarter of the 
city in which I could inaugurate a great work for Christ and 
His church. I have offered to take ‘‘ St. Clement’s” Church, 
if it could be purchased ; to combine with the “‘ Holy Apos- 
tles,” taking in the “Messiah ; ” or to take the “ Messiah ” 
alone, and build up from the bottom there a great parish of 
the future. My Vestry would have permitted me to take up 
this last enterprise, spite of the opposition of our parishion- 
ers, could we have carried them, or any considerable part of 
them, so far away as to Broad and Federal Sts., or even have 
made satisfactory provision for them elsewhere. To this 


end, they recently tried to form a combination with St. - 


Luke’s Church; and, while both Véstries and Rectors were 
perfectly willing, there proved to be insuperable difficulties 
in the way, and the movement was not popular with our 
parishioners. 

The policy of the Diocese to encourage, by all means 
within its power, the doubling up of two or more depleted 
parishes into one strong one is undoubtedly the true policy. 
It has my most cordial approval. But new ideas do not take 
immediate possession of the average Philadelphia church- 
men. The policy is correct, but it cannot be carried by 
compulsion in our conservative parishes, which are so 
Jargely voluntary associations. No parish in the city —prob- 
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ably not all together—has made more, and more laudable, 
efforts in this direction than the parish of the Epiphany. It 
has been attempted with St. Stephen’s, with Grace Church, 
with St. Luke’s, and would have been attempted with Christ 
Church Chapel but for the proximity of the ‘‘ Mediator.’' 
Our experience has proved that this is an extremely difficult 
work in Philadelphia, one which cannot be forced, which 
only time and the Providence of God can bring about. 


Why should ¢he Epiphany alone be driven in this direction? 


So much for our efforts along that line. 

Our Vestry naturally feel that they are but the repre- 
sentatives and trustees of our parishioners ; that they have 
no right to scatter the money of the parish elsewhere, so 
long as they can provide and maintain another parish church 
for our own people, as our charter requires. The parish of 
the Epiphany is dear to these people, and they only ask that 
it be maintained in its own neighborhood, or where its priv- 
ileges will be reasonably accessible to the congregation, 
composed largely of poor people. An opportunity: now 
occurs of securing a suitable site less than three blocks from 
the present church, and on the same street, where we can 
not only provide a proper plant, but have endowment 
enough to maintain the parish permanently, in practically 
the old locality. During the past year we have demonstrated 
the fact that, under the most discouraging and disintegrating 
conditions, we can hold an increasing congregation here, but 
not a self-supporting one. Nearly all of our wealthy par- 
ishioners have gone, “but the poor we have always with 
us.” We can bring more of them, and of people of mod- 
erate means, to an endowed church, at 18th and Chestnut 
Sts. Immediately to the north, northeast and northwest 
of the site there is a large population of this sort, not suffi- 
ciently and permanently supplied with church privileges, 
nor able to pay high pew rents. Many of these people can 
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be drawn to an attractive church (which means one expen- 
sive to support) offering its pews free or at small cost. 

The Church of the “Atonement,” at 17th and Summer 
Sts., which, like ourselves, is in serious financial straits, has 
lately proposed that we take that parish into union with our 
own, and their parishioners under our care. We are con- 
sidering this proposition now, and, if we can secure the site 
at 18th and Chestnut, we shall invite them to join us there. 
Their present site is only about four and one-half blocks 
away, and their people can easily come that distance. It is 
far better to have a church, for the sort of parishioners we 
seek, on some central thoroughfare accessible to them, than 
to have it next door, in an obscure and decaying locality like 
the ‘‘Atonement’s.’’ We do not expect reinforcements from 
the wealthy quarter south of us, which is already amply 
provided for. But it is far easier to draw those who live 
north of Market St. southward than to draw those who live 
to the south northward. 

Public sentiment, in Philadelphia as well as New York, 
is strongly condemning the moving out of the old churches 
from the heart of the city, because their rich people have 
gone, and strongly urging the endowing of such central 
churches, and making them free to all. Our noble Dr. 
Rainsford has just been preaching his earnest crusade on this 
subject in Philadelphia. He is a prophet of his time, with 
his one message, ‘‘Anchor your churches and make them 
free.” We want to take heed to his message. Here is an 
old church in the centre of the city which, by moving less 
than three blocks on the great thoroughfare, can make itself 
permanent, and offer its privileges to more people and in a 
more attractive way than now. We can do this without 
intruding upon any of our neighboring parishes, without 
coming near to any except ‘‘ Holy Trinity,” the richest, 
strongest, most prosperous and powerful church in Phila- 
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delphia—a church which has no pews for rent, and no 
further accommodations for either rich or poor. For the 
sort of work which we want to do they have about a half- 
million dollars of endowment for their ‘‘ Memorial Chapel,” 
seven blocks away from the site proposed by us; and for the 
already rich mother church itself they have happily secured 


during the last year $100,000 endowment forthe future. We 


rejoice with them in their ever-increasing prosperity, and in 
the liberality of their parishioners which has thus made pro- 
vision not only for the present, but secured them against 
any possible famine in the future. 

We are very sorry that they begrudge us standing-room 
on the ragged edge of the favored section which they claim, 
and which we do not desire to invade ; sorry that they can- 
not give their cordial consent to our remaining practically 
where we have always been, with only the added chance of 
once more having a livelihood. We do not believe for a 
moment that this great parish, with its numerous, wealthy 
and liberal constituency, its commanding position, its enor- 
mous social prestige and immense resources, is menaced by 
so slight a change on our part. Will it make the smallest 
difference to them whether we are five blocks away from 
them, as at present, or about half that distance, as we pro- 
pose? Is it not virtually allowing things to remain in sfa/v 
guo, as the Rector of St. Mark’s remarked in giving his 
consent—except that the ‘‘ Epiphany ” is thereby enabled 
to pay its expenses? Is there any danger that ‘‘ the lean 
kine’’ will swallow up ‘‘ the fat kine?’’ Can it possibly be 
that a church which can raise $30,000 in one collection for 
the luxuries of life, and, still better, can raise $8,000 for 
missions by another collection, is willing to deprive its old 
neighbor of the bare means of subsistence, for fear that we 
may pick up a few crumbs that fall from its lavish table? 
Does this church desire to leave our poor parishioners without 
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a home, and compel an old historic church to be located 
where none of those who have stood by it in prosperity and 
adversity can enjoy its privileges and its sacred associations ? 
Does it decree our doom, and sentence us to banishment 
or destruction, because we haye made the tremendous mis- 
take of getting money enough to live on, and to offer the 
Gospel more freely and fully than before? 

Surely, gentlemen, it would not be right either to the 
church of the Holy Trinity or to the Epiphany to allow one 
parish, through an unaccountable blindness, to commit such 
an injustice as this to another. We have secured the Canon- 
ical consent of two out of the three Rectors, whose churches 
are nearest to the new site proposed. Only one Rector 
declines. It is ove against ¢hree this time. 

More than a year ago the Standing Committee gave us 
periission to sell our property, with the avowed purpose on 
our part of devoting the proceeds to the erection and main- 
tenance of another church on a cheaper site. The Bishop 
of the Diocese was fully informed beforehand of the site 
desired then by us—Chestnut St., above 20th. Some of the 
Standing Committee (and doubtless all) were aware before- 
hand of the site we were seeking. Two out of the three 
nearest Rectors, however, refused their consent. ‘Ihe Stand- 
ing Committee sustained the objections, and also withheld 
consent. Now we come with a clearer and stronger case, 
backed by two of the nearest Rectors.. Instead of moving 
five blocks, we ask to move less than three. Instead of mov- 
ing within two and one-half blocks of three churches, we 


desire to move within about that distance of only one, and. 


this the richest and best provided for the future in the city. 
St. Mark’s and St. Clement’s, which give consent, are each 
about four blocks away, and St. James’, which does not come 
into this case, is nearly five blocks away, instead of two and 
one-half as before. 
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Our people have felt deeply aggrieved at what seems to 
them the scant justice thus far dealt out to them by the 
neighboring clergy and the Diocesan authorities. Our case 
being so much stronger than before, I cannot believe that 
the Standing Committee, having consented to the sale of 
our property for the purpose of getting another and cheaper 
near by, will not permit us to secure such a site, much nearer 
to our own than the first, and far less liable to be injurious 
to our neighbors. Our only opponent now is that best able 
to take care of itself, and least lable to be swallowed up by 
our coming a little nearer. A Board created by the Diocese 
to look after the best interests of all its parishes, to protect 
the rights of each without fear or favor, cannot possibly per- 
mit the obliteration of the weaker parishes at the bidding of 
the one strongest. Such a Board as yours could never have 
made up their minds beforehand to extinguish this old 
parish, or to banish it where its parishioners would be left 
homeless, without ¢zforming us of such intention before 
permitting the sale of our property. While the Rector of 
the Epiphany is perfectly willing to go elsewhere, neither 
he, nor his parishioners, nor the Vestry who represent them, 
are willing that our people should lose their rights and 
privileges in the parish. A Canon made for a very different 
purpose, and of questionable legality in the civil courts so 
far as it interferes with the inalienable rights of an old 
corporation, eught not to be applied to a case like this. 

If, however, the Standing Committee could possibly fall 
under the strange delusion of the Rector of Holy Trinity, 
and should decline our appeal, will they, at least, commu- 
nicate to us their reasozs for so doing, in order that we may 
submit to our aggrieved parishioners the just grounds on 
which they base their decision? Will they, too, in that 
event, be kind enough to inform us exactly how far from our 
present locality we shall be permitted to move, and—what 
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seems most important of all—exactly how near to the 
Church of the Holy Trinity ? l 
THOMAS ALLEN TIDBALL, 

Rector of the Church of the Epiphany. 


Approved and endorsed by the Church Wardens and 
Vestrymen of the Church of the Epiphany. 


P. 5.—We subjoin to this appeal an extract from the 
“ Charter” of the Church of the Epiphany, showing Zo 
what purposes oniy the funds of the corporation can be 
applied by the Vestry. They are not at liberty to use its 
money for mission work, or other Diocesan work. They are 
compelled by the charter, and by fidelity to their trust, to 
provide first and foremost for thè necessities of their own 
parish. 

We subjoin also a map, drawn by a competent and dis- 
interested person, showing that St. Clement’s Church is 
much ‘“‘ nearer ” the site proposed than St. James’ Church. 
We understand that the Rector of Holy Trinity claims that 
St. James’ is the nearer by seventy feet, measuring dy 
blocks from the front of the “ Tabernacle,” both southward 
and northward. The Canon was made for the whole Dio- 
cese, city and country alike; and its language, ‘‘ whose 
places of public worship shall be nearest to the site pro- 
posed for the new place of worship ” can only be carried out 
by one rule of measurement for both city and country. ‘The 
only such rule everywhere recognized and everywhere ap- 
plicable is the measurement of geometry, according to which 
the shortest distance between two points is a straight line. 
By the zigzag and tortuous measurement of Holy Trinity, 
they themselves have recently opened a “ new chapel,’’ or 
‘‘ place of public worship ” in their new parish-house, not 
a few feet distant from the church, as geometry would say, 
but nearly a square distant; and St. James’ has done the 
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same, without asking consent of the three nearest Rectors. 
According to our measurement, aud that universally ac- 
cepted, they have simply built next door, as they had the 
right to do. 

It must be evident, therefore, that by its unreasonable 
objections the parish of the Holy Trinity takes upon itself 
the responsibility of prolonging this unseemly contest, and 
the responsibility of frittering away the funds of the Church 
of the Epiphany in its efforts at self-preservation, when the 
corporation would gladly expend this money for advancing 
the service of God and of man. 


THE CHARTER. 


An extract from the ‘‘ Charter of the Incorporation of 
the Church of the Epiphany, in the City of Philadelphia,” 
showing /o what purposes only the funds of the Corporation 
can be applied: 

‘‘ The temporal affairs of this Corporation shall be under 
the management of a Vestry, to be composed of the Rector, 
Church Wardens and Vestrymen, chosen in the manner 
hereinafter provided ; who shall have power, from time to 
time, to apply the rents and revenues and funds of this 
Corporation fər the maintenance of the Rector, ministers 
and officers of the said church; and in the erection and 
repairs of the church, church yards, parsonage house, and 
other houses which do now, or hereafter shall, belong to the 
said Corporation ; the purchasing and keeping in repair a 
burial ground, and the education of the youth, and the sup- 
port of the poor of the Congregation; and for ally expenses 
incident to any of the objects before mentioned, and fo no 
olher use or purpose whatsoever.” 
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Article VI of the By-Laws also declares: ‘‘ It is further 
ordained, that all the rents, revenues and income of the 
estate of the Corporation shall be at the disposal of the 
Rector, Church Wardens and Vestrymen, to be applied in 
such manner as they shall think proper, consistently with 
the provisions of the Charter.” 


NON-CONSENT OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE. 


The Vestry have been notified that the Standing Con- 
mittee declined to advise giving consent to the request of 
the Vestry for the change of site proposed. The Standing 
Committee have not stated the reasons for their action, but 
the appeal was rejected by a vote of seven to three. 
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